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The Use of Community Analysis in the 
Measurement Process 
ERNEST R .  DEPROSPO 
LIBRARYDECISION-MAKERS are confronted with a 
number of complex factors, usually all present at the same time, when 
asked to demonstrate the library's success vis-a-vis other public 
institutions competing for the same public funds. These problems may 
be very briefly stated as follows: 
1.  	What measurement device can the library utilize? How much will it 
cost? 
2. 	Is the existinginformation base available to the library adequate? If 
not, how can it be improved? If adequate exactly what do the library 
decision-makers need to do? 
3.  	Against what other information bases (community data) should 
library decision-makers compare their institution? 
4. 	To  what extent, if at all, do library decision-makers have access to 
various market survey data, against which the performance of the 
library might be compared? 
5. 	What is the level of political sophistication which the library 
decision-makers can bring to the process? 
6. 	To  what extent do existing library management styles recognize 
andlor utilize measurement and evaluation as normal operating 
practice? 
It is, of course, beyond the purview of this paper to deal with all of 
these questions. Nevertheless, it is critical that the reader recognize the 
basic context for the question of utilizing community analysis in the 
measurement process. 
The problems described above are compounded by the following 
factors. On one hand, as this Library Trends issue clearly demonstrates, 
there is a wealth of research and substantial literature which deals with 
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"community analysis" covering a variety of approaches. For the most 
part, however, library decision-makers must make the inferences from 
community data to the library context. On the other hand, in the past 
five to ten years there has been a dramatic increase in the number of 
research studies devoted to the question of library "measurement." 
Again, library decision-makers have a fairly substantial literature base 
upon which to draw. The author has devoted considerable time in the 
past decade to the question of library measurement and performance. 
It is important to recognize that very few studies have been concerned 
with the management applications and data gathering devices for 
measurement and evaluation. 
The application of viable measurable indicators which the librarian 
may pragmatically apply in community analysis is, of course, subject to 
a variety of opinions. It is not the intent here to reopen that 
methodological can of worms. Experience suggests that it is both 
unwise and counter-productive to attempt any shortcuts on the 
complicated path of measuring the performance of any nonprofit, 
public-oriented institution. And, while undoubtedly the most desirable 
measurement process is one which produces data on outcomes, that is, 
data which prove that needs are met and behavior changed as a result, 
we remain unable to execute such a process. 
This inability to measure outcomes is not the result of any 
technological lag, but rather the consequence of the single, most critical 
condition necessary for an ongoing, viable measurement process. That 
condition is one in which the measurement process becomes part of the 
normal operating procedure for the management system of the 
library. In other words, it is one situation for highly trained researchers 
to generate a given data system; it is quite another situation for that 
same data system to be under the control, direction and effort of 
practicing librarians who must also be concerned with numerous other 
tasks. 
Consequently, the measurable indicators listed below reflect the view 
just described. These indicators have been tested under the condition 
that practicing librarians are responsible for generating the data along 
with the many other requirements of theirjobs. The list is not intended 
to be all-inclusive, but the measures do relate to a number of questions 
raised later in this article. Full explanation of the measures, along with 
the techniques for gathering the data, can be found in two volumes by 
the author and others.' 
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MEASURABLE PERFORMANCE CRITERIA 
Materials availability (books, periodicals) 
1. Items not owned 
2. Items owned but not available 
3. Items owned and available 
Facilities usage 
1. Description of users 
2. User satisfaction 
3. Time spent in the building 
4. In-library circulation 
Staffing patterns 
1. Proportion of staff available to the public 
2. Staff contact time with the public 
The measurable criteria listed above, while far from complete, do 
suggest the kind of information base which the library needs to utilize 
existing community data bases effectively. A key requirement is for a 
measurement process which focuses heavily on "output" or services, 
and less on "input" or resources. 
Unfortunately, there is virtually no literature discussing the ways in 
which these two areas--community analysis and library measurement 
process-an or should be brought together. The situation is further 
complicated by the typical problem that the library's existing 
"measurement process" has generated an information base largely 
unsuitable for comparing results with existingcommunity information 
data bases. 
T o  clarify this latter point, one needs to view the library as 
encompassing the basics of an "open" system. A number of researchers 
have approached the task of diagnosing library performance within 
the systems analysis methodology frameworks2 Figure 1 illustrates its 
key features. 
Historically, the library's information base has focused almost 
exclusively on the input or resources aspect of the system model, the 
one constant exception being circulation (which really is more 
indicative of "conversion" than "output"). As such, the library's 
information base lacks the kind of performance data which the library 
decision-maker is being increasingly called upon to provide in placing 
the role and function of the library within the community context. 
The horns ofthe dilemma, then, exist in this two-fold sense. First, the 
use of community analysis in the measurement process currently 
E RN E S T  R .  D E PROSPO  
INPUTS CONVERSIOh' OUTPUTS 
(Resources) (Operations) (Services) 
Personnel Technical Range and 
Materials services and 
Equipment 
Facilities 
+ delivery
operations 
(Staff time) 
user 
services 
provided 
-1 I 
Library Context L - - - - - - - - - - - - -
Community Context 
Figure 1. Basic Systems Model 
requires that library decision-makers utilize two different, basically 
incompatible information bases. In addition, there is little in the 
literature to which decision-makers can refer for better understanding 
and direction in reducing, if not resolving, the dilemma. 
The  consequences of this dilemma are relatively clear. One 
consequence is the persistence of a simplified measurement process, 
primarily based on inputs (e.g., volumes, volumes added, staff, hours 
open) that are undergoing continuous manipulation to "prove" the 
efficiency of the library operation. Another, much more serious 
problem is the constant tendency to confuse efficiency with 
effectiveness and achievement of service objectives. For the nonprofit 
public institution, such a tendency, given the scarcity of public dollars, 
can have very disquieting consequences. 
The measurement process is, after all, only a means to some other. 
more desirable end-providing quality services geared to meet the 
needs of information-seeking users. Consequently, the first 
requirement of the library's management operation is a statement of 
goals and objectives accompanied by performance riter ria.^ 
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One of the unfortunate responses which has also occurred, largely 
because of frustration and misunderstanding, is that library 
decision-makers have been most reluctant to develop or adopt a 
measurement process which would generate an information base 
geared to the output end-i.e., services-of the systems model. 
Consequently, before the library decision-makers can efficiently utilize 
existing community information, there is the urgent need to create an 
appropriate measurement/evaluation framework. 
Probably the most important point which can be made is that the 
criteria selected for the measurement process in effect represent the 
public relations image for the library. In other words, since the 
information selected will inevitably be utilized for bargaining 
purposes, library decision-makers are saying to the public: "The 
information tells you a great deal about what the library is concerned 
with." 
All institutions, of course, provide a similar kind of public relations 
stance, whether or not they recognize it as such. For many years the 
library's public image has been one of buying books and circulating 
them, which is a reflection of its "measurement process." At the more 
general level, the abstract image has been one of providing quality 
service, which has been too often reinterpreted to mean buying books 
and circulating them. 
-
Library management must-and does-realize that the economic 
situation has produced two relatively rapid changes: (1) the amount of 
public dollar support  to libraries is no longer viewed as 
inconsequential, and (2) the existing information data bases which 
constitute our  "public relations" statements are increasingly 
inadequate. 
Therefore, if one views the measurement process as integral to the 
management system of the library, it is critical to understand that what 
has occurred in the last five to eight years is a process in which the 
library management system has come under closer public scrutiny; the 
library is becoming, in fact, more of an open system than it has been. 
One result of this is that library management needs better measures 
than it now has to satisfy two basic conditions: (1) the need to improve 
the internal management of the library for generating quality services 
which indeed do meet the needs of users, and (2) the development, 
through an improved measurement process, of an information data 
base which will enhance the library management bargaining position in 
the heated competition for scarce community resources. (The 
direction of the Public Library Association's Committee on Goals, 
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Guidelines, and Standards for Public Libraries clearly reflects the 
recognition that these two conditions are indeed important.) 
As indicated earlier, while there are numerous research reports on 
the library and the measurement process, the "state of the artlscience" 
remains largely embryonic. Consequently, the use of community 
analysis in the measurement process will probably be best suited if it 
basically concerns itself initially with macroanalysis. It is imperative 
that we establish a solid foundation before we proceed to in-depth 
microanalysis. However, while this position may appeal- to pose a 
serious limitation, it should be noted that in the public sector generally, 
libraries are undoubtedly the most advanced in the measurement 
process "game." Furthermore, it is believed that they can make a real 
contribution to other public, nonprofit-oriented institutions in this 
area of endeavor. As Aaron Wildavsky warns us: 
New information systems proliferate faster than we can keep track of 
them. The  futurists are here; technology assessment is established by 
-. 
mandate of Congress; management by objectives is enshrined in the 
Office of Management and Budget; research on social indicators 
grows apace; variants on program budgeting are adopted the world 
over, almost as fast as old ones are abandoned; and management 
information systems of all kinds breed faster than rabbits. Despite 
apparent differences, all these devices have certain attributes in 
common: they are  established without  a single successful 
demonstration, they are tried everywhere, and they do  not work 
anywhere. 
The  one persistent conceptual obstacle x$hich faces the library 
manager in any attempt to utilize community information for placing 
the library in a correct perspective for community decision-makers is: 
What does the library compare itself to? Articles in this issue inform us 
of the kinds of community data available. However, the literature is 
scant indeed on  the question of adequate andlor  appropriate  
comparisons. For example, library decision-makers are usually told 
that the nearest institutional parallel to the library is the public school; 
sometimes the community museum is also suggested. In fact, the 
profession typically does not feel very comfortable with such 
comparisions. 
This conceptual obstacle can be overcome through the decisions 
made in the selection of the criteria for the measurement (evaluation) 
process itself. Once the library has moved in the direction of describing 
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more explicitly its goals and objectives and its progress in meeting those 
objectives, then the library decision-maker will have a useful 
conceptual base for utilizing existing community data for the library's 
report to its community. 
Probably the most exciting work now being undertaken in the area of 
community analysis which has great potential value and applicability to 
the library environment is that of the Social Science Research Council 
(SSRC) Center for Coordination of Research on Social Indicators. The 
SSRC is supporting and disseminating research efforts on a variety of 
social issue fronts, including the development of methodologies which 
may have tremendous possibilities for library management in the use 
of community analysis in the measurement process. One of the most 
useful services of SSRC is its newsletter, which reports on various 
studies and includes excellent coverage of books published in the 
-
general area of c0ncern.j 
The Urban Institute in Washington, D.C., has conducted a series of 
studies in the urban field. One of the more intriguing ones is reported 
in a recent publication by Michael Flax, a product of an ongoing 
"indicators" program at the institute, whose primary objectives were: 
-to develop indicators on a wide variety of issues of social 
concern, 
-to present and analyze the best available data while encouraging 
improved data collection, and 
-to promote more public and governmental utilization of 
indi~ators .~  
The basic concern of the Flax study was with the development of a 
methodology for quantitatively describing urban conditions. In  
addition, it was hoped that some benchmarks concerning the quality of 
life in the communities studied could be provided. The following 
illustrates the kind of existing data utilized in the study in comparing 
eighteen metropolitan areas: percent unemployed, percent 
low-income households, adjusted per capital income, nonwhitelwhite 
unemployment ratio, median school years for adults, cost for 
moderate-income family, etc. It is important that the reader note the 
"macro" level of analysis employed in this study, which nevertheless 
still provided good benchmarks against which to compare. 
There is increasing confidence among social science researchers that 
social indicators will gain in interpretability and analytic power as they 
become more firmly attached to models of the relevant social processes. 
To  examine this view, the Russell Sage Foundation sponsored a 
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conference on social indicator models in July 1972. In  a book 
generated by the conference, it was noted that the social indicator 
models developed specific processes which determine social 
conditions.' 
Another recent publication, a product of a committee of the SSRC, is 
geared to lay audiences who are neither statisticians nor social 
scientists. The work is a manual explaining methods of social 
experimentation as tools for designing and evaluating intervention 
program^.^ 
Finally, the, reader's attention is addressed to an intriguing article by 
Arthur Louis. The methodology used by Louis is an excellent example 
of the kind of "macro" approach which can be utilized in community 
analysis. In arriving at his analysis of "the worst American city," Louis 
relied almost exclusively on available data bases, i.e., publications of the 
U.S. government, especially the U.S. Census B ~ r e a u . ~  
For the library decision-maker, two general but important pieces of 
information result from the use of the kinds of community data de- 
scribed above. First, the data could provide the nucleus of a very impor- 
tant needs assessment from which to make some judgments vis-a-vis 
the potential role for the library. For example, in community A, 40 per-
cent of all households are at or below the existing poverty level. 
Furthermore, 25 percent of these households are within the service 
area of the public library's XYZ branch. Given the low mobility of these 
residents, no community agency exists which can meet some of the 
predictable information needs of these residents. The library can 
provide information on vocational opportunities appropriate to those 
residents seeking to move above the poverty level. Second, depending 
on the data generated by the library's measurement process, they could 
help to answer the question of how well the library addresses itself to 
some of the community needs suggested in this kind of existing 
community information. Following the example given above, the 
library could report that a certain number of people within the XYZ 
branch service area were provided with information on vocational 
opportunities. As a result, some of these people were able to receive 
retraining provided by the community retraining center. 
Accountability, a term which increasingly evokes ire in the mind and 
heart of the librarian, has unfortunately been construed by many in the 
narrowest sense; that is, as an a priori dollar savings often detached 
from program consideration. The emphasis on efficiency has forced 
library decision-makers to justify in advance what they hope to 
accomplish. Seldom, though, does the community directly ask the 
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library decision-maker the critical question: "What is your business?" 
The question usually asked is: "What does your business cost to run and 
can you demonstrate that you plan to conduct it as efficiently as 
possible?" The point, as stressed throughout this article, is that in the 
absence of formulating the "right" questions concerning libraries, the 
intelligent use of community information for purposes of helping the 
library decision-makers to make the best case possible for the library is, 
in the final analysis, dependent on how the community sees and 
understands the library. 
Unfortunately, librarians have unconsciously contributed to this 
dollar-accountability mentality, for  they seldom provide the 
community with the basic information needed to enlighten it about the 
goals and objectives of the library. Without the staffs own assessment 
of progress related to predetermined goals and objectives, few library 
users have a real sense of the rich resources and the educational and 
cultural contributions that libraries make to society. It is therefore 
imperative in the use of community analysis in the measurement 
process for library decision-makers to consider what questions should 
be asked rather than focusing prematurely on answers to unarticulated 
questions. As Peter Drucker notes, the important and difficult task is 
never to find the right answer, it is to find the right question; there are 
few things as useless, if not as dangerous, as the right answer to the 
wrong question.1° 
What are some of the questions library decision-makers may want to 
ask? The following are illustrative only, but do suggest the appropriate 
kind of direction to take. Each question, of course, presumes the 
existence or the creation of information bases, inside and outside the 
library, for the use of community analysis in the measurement process. 
1. 	How do  the existing library users compare with the overall 
demographic profile of the community? Are there significant gaps? 
Are there groups in the community with special information needs 
being reached by the library? 
2. 	How has the support of the library, in real dollars, changed during 
the past five to ten years? How does this level of support compare 
with other recreational, cultural and educational institutions 
supported by the community? 
3. 	What has been the percentage of total yearly expenditures by the 
library during the past ten to fifteen years? How does this trend 
compare to other community institutional expenditures on 
recreation, culture and education? 
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4. 	 How have the library's services expanded during the past five to 
ten years? How do these efforts compare to those of other public 
agencies, particularly in light of the level of support for the same 
time period? 
5. 	What estimated percentage of the total population does the library 
serve over a gven period of time (e.g., one year)? On a per capita 
cost basis, and given the library's goals, how does this compare to 
other public agencies? 
6. 	What is the "response time" of the library to user demands-by 
userimean time? How does this response time compare to other 
agencies, e.g., welfare, social security, etc.? Specifically, within 
certain categories of users-e.g.,  the poor, the disadvantaged-how 
does the library compare on the response time to their 
informational needs? 
7. 	 T o  what extent is the community satisfied with the library's 
performance? More specifically, how well does the library succeed 
in enabling the user to do such things as get a book or periodical 
when he wants or needs it, find a place to sit, use the microfilm 
reader, or find a professional librarian to talk to when the need 
arises? How does this level or extent of satisfaction compare to the 
performance of other publicly supported agencies? Can the level 
of satisfaction be compared on a costleffectiveness basis? 
The above questions are just some of those which might be raised 
within the context of the use of community data in the measurement 
process. This approach suggests that at least three questions must be 
answered in order for the library decision-makers to establish guides in 
this rather complicated kind of community probing: (1) What is the 
library all about? Measurements should reflect and describe what the 
library is and hopes to be, at least in large part; (2)What are the "right" 
questions which the community should be asked to consider, and what 
are some of the answers to them?; and (3)  What community 
information exists which the first two conditions, once met, can best 
utilize? 
Therefore, the constructive use of community analysis-that is, 
analysis of existing data in the community within the context of the 
library-is really dependent on the public image of the library, as 
expressed in its "measurement process." Unless we have developed, as 
part of the management system, a built-in measurement process with a 
heavy focus on outputs or services, the library decision-maker is not 
likely to be in a position to take advantage of the data available in the 
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community. Rather, the tendency will more likely remain one of 
introspection while the rest of the community passes by. 
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